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Justin M. Larson 


Art Unit 

3727 




All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 






(1) Justin M. Larson. 


(3)SteDhen K. Cronin. 






(2) Bernard S. Hoffman. 


(4) . 






Date of Interview: 19 October 2005. 








Type: a)^ Telephonic b)Q Video Conference 

c)D Personal [copy given to: !)□ applicant 2)Q applicant's representative] 




Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes 
If Yes, brief description: . 


eM No. 






Claim(s) discussed: 1 and 22. 








Identification of prior art discussed: Hoffman et al. (5.649.658). 






Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. g)Q was not reached. h)G3 N/A. 





Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 



(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN ONE MONTH FROM THIS INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY 
FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See 
Summary of Record of Interview requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 



Stephen K.Cron!it 
Primary Examiner 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 




Attachment to a signed Office action. Examiner's signature, if required 

J.S. Patent and Trademark Office ' 

PTOL-413 (Rev. 04-03) - Interview Summary Paper No. 20051019 



Summary of Record of Interview Requirements 
Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP), Section 713.04, Substance of Interview Must be Made of Record 

Title 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1.133 Interviews 
Paragraph (b) 

In every instance where reconsideration is requested in view of an interview with an examiner, a complete written statement of the reasons presented at the interview 
warranting favorable action mustbe filed by the applicant. An interview does not remove the necessity fo^epr, ^ 

.... . .„ 1U „ 37 CFR §1 .2 Business to be transacted in writing. 

tIhTJ^™ 6nt ° f Trad r e , mark 0ffice should De transacted in writing. The personal attendance of applicants or their attorneys or agents at the Patent and 

Trademark Office ,s unnecessary. The act,on of the Patent and Trademark Office will be based exclusively on the written record in the Office N wTbe raid to 

any alleged oral promise, stipulation, or understanding in relation to which there is disagreement or doubt. P 

incomnl JJrSfiJ UlIJSI ? Office , cannot be based exclusively on the written record in the Office if that record is itself 

incomplete tnrough the failure to record the substance of interviews 

the examineHnd^ V* " a98nt ,0 mate the SUbStanCe ° f an in,erview of record in the a PP lication ^ ^ 

int.™ SfS^H 7 St COmpl ®^ 3 u ' nterview Summarv Forrn for each interview held where a matterof substance has been discussed during the 
!ZI S ?^' 3 ' 6 b , 0XeS and fi " ing in ,he blanks ' Discussi °ns yarding only procedural matters, directed solely to restricl ion 
nut interv,ew recordation ,s otherwise provided for in Section 812.01 of the Manual of Patent Examining Procedure , o ^pointing 
XJKKK? ° ■ Unread , ab,e K scnpt m 0fr,ce actions or tne like - are excluded from the interview recordation procedures below. Where the 
substance of an nterview is completely recorded in an Examiners Amendment, no separate Interview Summary Record is required 
«r™tPnt Jcl Form sha " be 9 iven an appropriate Paper No., placed in the right hand portion of the file, and listed on the 

oonS„„ S ? 6 file , W ?u Pper f perS ° nal interview ' a duplicate of the Form is 9 iven t0 the a PP |ica nt (« a«™ey or agent) at the 
^SSSli^STL « 5" CaSe ° f 3 telephon ? ( or Vdeo-conference interview, the copy is mailed to the applicant's correspo de ce address 
r !l! fLrIZ 2 I f 0ffi ?' c ;°T municat,on ' ,f additional correspondence from the examiner is not likely before an allowance or if other 
circumstances dictate, the Form should be mailed promptly after the interview rather than with the next official communication. 

The Form provides for recordation of the following information: 

- Application Number (Series Code and Serial Number) 

- Name of applicant 

- Name of examiner 

- Date of interview 

- Type of interview (telephonic, video-conference, or personal) 

- Name of participant(s) (applicant, attorney or agent, examiner, other PTO personnel, etc.) 

- An indication whether or not an exhibit was shown or a demonstration conducted 

- An identification of the specific prior art discussed 

- An indication whether an agreement was reached and if so, a description of the general nature of the agreement (may be by 
noflTriJf^ ° 0Py , ame " dmentsor claims a 9 f eed as being allowable). Note: Agreement as to allowability is tentative and does 
not restrict further action by the examiner to the contrary. 

- The signature of the examiner who conducted the interview (if Form is not an attachment to a signed Office action) 

should JlStS^S^^^T!" 01 - ° ra c y remind ^ he apP ' iCant 0f his or her obliga,ion 10 record the subs,ance of the ">terview of each case. It 
fXc " ' 0W6Ver ' ^ at the . l " t ! rView Summary Form Wl " not normallv be considered a complete and proper recordation of the interview 
SSnc^i^^ V aPPliCant ° r the 6Xaminer t0 inC ' Ude ' a " ° f the applicab ' e items rec ^ ed below concern^ The 

A complete and proper recordation of the substance of any interview should include at least the following applicable items- 

1) A brief description of the nature of any exhibit shown or any demonstration conducted 

2) an identification of the claims discussed, 

3) an identification of the specific prior art discussed, 

4) an identification of the principal proposed amendments of a substantive nature discussed, unless these are already described on the 
Interview Summary Form completed by the Examiner, y 

5) a brief identification of the general thrust of the principal arguments presented to the examiner 

2,!i!S nt S at 5 n f ar 9 umen ;, s " eed not be le ngthy or elaborate. A verbatim or highly detailed description of the arguments is not 
required. The identification of the arguments is sufficient if the general nature or thrust of the principal arguments made to the 
examiner can be understood in the context of the application file. Of course, the applicant may desire to emphasize and fully 
describe those arguments which he or she feels were or might be persuasive to the examiner ) 

6) a general indication of any other pertinent matters discussed, and 

?) theTxamineT "* 9e " eral r<5SU ' tS " ° UtC ° me ° f a ' ready described in ,he lnte rview Summary Form completed by 

a r,„r a(a , E * aminers are ® x P ec te d ,0 careful| y review the applicant's record of the substance of an interview. If the record is not complete and 
accurate, the examiner will give the applicant an extendable one month time period to correct the record. 

Examiner to Check for Accuracy 

asll^ 1 ^!!^!^^!!^^ ° ,her r ! aS ° nS °! reC ° rd ' the 6Xaminer Sh0uld send a let,er se,,in 9 terth the examiner's version of the 
25?2J,!5SSJ T <J f reC ° rd ? °° mplete and acCura,e ' ,he examiner should P |ace the indication ' "'"terview Record OK" on the 
paper recording the substance of the interview along with the date and the examiner's initials. 
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Continuation Sheet (PTOL-413) 



Application No. 10/764,733 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Examiner Larson clarified his position with regard to claim 1 lines 14 
and 15, the position being that in Figure 6, the "hunting blind" (110) is shown to extend from the backpack extending 
over and outward from the first surface 69 which is clearly laid flat underneath the outsretched hunting blind. Regarding 
claim 22, Mr. Hoffman inquired if lines 1 and 2 were in and of themselves enough, if made to replace likes 14 and 15 of 
claim 1, to make claim 1 allowable. Examiner originally took the position that these lines made claim 22 allowable 
because the hunting blind 110 is clearly not secured to the outer first surface 69. Examiner informed Mr. Hoffman that if 
lines 1 and 2 of claim 22 were made to replace lines 14 and 15 of claim 1, further review would be required on 
Examiner's part to determine whether or not the "first surface" could in fact be reconsidered as being the portion of the 
pack where the.huntmg blind is shown to be connected. Also, the language of lines 1 and 2 of claim 22 i e "said 
hunting blind is secured to said pack and said first surface of said pack" really only establishes that the'hunting blind is 
secured to the pack at one location, since the first surface is part of the pack and the two are not considered separate 
Examiner also suggested that Mr. Hoffman focus on claiming the fact that Applicant's hunting blind is connected at 
more than one surface of the pack, which would clearly define over Hoffman et al. Examiner agreed to allow Mr 
Hoffman to fax an informal draft of his version of amended claims so Examiner could better understand Mr Hoffman's 
proposal, thus concluding the interview. 



